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1 Introduction 
The genesis of this paper lies in the Convergence Review Committee’s (2011b, p.8) 
stated second principle that reads, “Australians should have access to and opportunities 
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for participation in a diverse mix of services, voices, views and information”. Central to 
this paper is the argument that the committee’s failure to adequately define the terms 
‘access’ and ‘participation’ at this point raises questions as to how and where these 
principles can be supported and, if necessary, protected. As the recommendations of the 
report move slowly toward the process of policy design, the need to make the terms 
unambiguously clear becomes a pressing one. The purpose of this paper is to contribute 
to this discussion by framing the terms ‘access’ and ‘participation’ from the perspective 
of the ‘produser’ – the media participant engaged (to a greater or lesser extent) in 
extending existing content (Bruns, 2008). The discussion is centred on three separate but 
related issues concerning access and participation. 
The first issue concerns the Convergence Review’s failure to frame the discussion 
that will be undertaken by the Australian Law Reform Commission’s 2012–2013 
Copyright Inquiry. In promoting a position that sees most user-generated content as 
beyond the reach of regulation, the Convergence Review does not define measures that 
could protect and support content creators operating in converged media environments. 
The second issue concerns the Convergence Review’s prioritising of the market over and 
above media accountability and the health of the public sphere. The argument here is that 
access and participation need to be defined in order to advance provisions that protect and 
promote public debate and creativity. The third issue discusses access and participation in 
terms of digital literacy and advanced digital citizenry, and the desire for users to 
contribute to decision-making and regulatory processes in relation to individual and/or 
collective interests that extend beyond those concerned with entitlements or rights. 
2 Background: from ‘top-down’ to ‘participatory, principles-based’ 
regulatory design 
The Convergence Review was handed to the Minister for Broadband, Communications 
and the Digital Economy, Senator Stephen Conroy on 30 March 2012, and subsequently 
released for public comment by the Minister on 30 April 2012. The report is the outcome 
of one of several concurrent reviews into Australian media, and emerged alongside: 
• The Report of the Independent Inquiry into the Media and Media Regulation. 
Authored by Ray Finkelstein QC with assistance by Professor Matthew Rickertson 
and delivered to the Minister for Broadband, Communications and the Digital 
Economy, Senator Stephen Conroy on 28 February 2012. 
• The National Classification Scheme Review. Undertaken by the Australian Law 
Reform Commission in 2011, the Final Report Classification – Content Regulation 
and Convergent Media was tabled in Parliament 1 March 2012. 
• The development of the National Cultural Policy. Undertaken by the Department of 
Regional Australia, Local Government, Arts and Sports, it is anticipated that the final 
policy will be released in 2012. 
• A Copyright Inquiry to be undertaken by the Australian Law Reform Commission 
was announced in October 2011, with the draft terms of reference released by the 
Attorney General on 30 March 2012. 
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The Convergence Review was commissioned in recognition that increased access to 
high-speed broadband networks, the digitisation of media products and services, 
convergent media platforms and services, the rise of user-created content, and the 
globalisation of media platforms, content and services have significantly altered the 
media landscape over the last two decades. The review was underscored by the policy 
commitment of the former Rudd Labor Government to deliver a superfast national 
broadband network (NBN) capable of reaching 93% of Australian homes by 2017, and 
the recognition that such infrastructure will increase the reach – and potentially the 
influence – of common digital technologies within a converged media environment. 
While it was not a stated aim of the Convergence Review to do so, there is an assumption 
that the Convergence Review needed to proceed under an overarching and trans-sector 
strategic framework that aligned the pending NBN infrastructure with industry innovation 
and competition targets, media (and telecommunications) regulation, and other stated 
Digital Economy Goals surrounding extended government, health and education services 
(Budde, 2011; Lee, 2011; Sinclair, 2011). As these goals also preclude the necessary 
protection, education and engagement of end users, such a framework would also 
recognise that strategies are needed to ensure that all community members are able to 
gain the skill and the confidence to participate fully in the benefits of convergence 
(DBCDE, 2012). 
Until the end of the 20th century governments were accustomed to media systems 
organised on a national scale and amenable to top-down regulatory control by the State 
[Lunt and Livingstone, (2012), p.2]. The State legitimised their claim to regulation on the 
basis that the media play a central role in underpinning social cohesion and national 
identity and in the case of broadcast media made use of a common good in the form of 
spectrum resources. However, a converged media environment means that the barriers 
between hitherto distinct media ‘silos’ have eroded and become hybridised; replaced  
by a multi-layered system that generates, aggregates and distributes digitised consumer 
goods-and-services traffic to equally hybridised audiences. Collins (2002, p.137) argues 
that the erosion of such previously discrete barriers gives rise to uncertainty about where 
regulation can apply, which regulatory paradigm should apply, and whether – in light of 
the practical difficulties around exercising regulatory power – regulation should apply at 
all. In attempting to address the lag between continuous and rapid market innovation and 
cumbersome governmental and regulatory response (perceived also as constraining 
market innovation), the brief provided to the review panel was to examine current policy 
and regulatory objectives and to recommend a new framework, while ensuring that any 
amendments to media policy would encourage greater innovation and competition and 
maximise the benefits of globalisation. 
In its deliberations, the Review committee took what it claims as a ‘principles-based 
approach’ to regulation, proceeding from the ‘first and fundamental principle’ that 
“citizens and organisations should be able to communicate freely and, where regulation is 
required, it should be the minimum necessary to achieve a clear public purpose” 
[Convergence Review Committee, (2012), p.viii]. This principle is one that echoes the 
trend in legislative policy toward governmental deregulation in favour of self- or  
co-regulatory arrangements. Since the mid-1980s legislative policy has come to rest on 
two counterpoised pillars: make less use of the instrument of ‘vertical’ legislation whilst 
reducing/improving the existing body of legislation (less and better legislation, resolving 
overlapping or inconsistent regulation); and, make more use of other diversified, 
transparent modes of ‘horizontal’ governance or regulation [Senden, (2005), pp.2–9]. 
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Such reform enables the dispersal of power from government, as governance functions of 
the state are performed through self- and co-regulatory arrangements rather than through 
the apparatus of the State. The argument is that such regulation is more flexible and 
adaptable and that it reduces the burden on regulated entities whilst allowing the market 
to work without State interference. However, this approach can be also be criticised on 
the basis that it operates in the private interests of the regulated entities rather than in the 
broader public interest (Braithwaite, 2005, 2008; Jordana and Levi-Faur, 2004; Delon, 
2006; Deleon and Martell, 2006). Guided by the principle, the Review took the approach 
that unnecessary and out-dated regulation should be removed, identifying three areas 
where continued government intervention can be justified: media ownership and control 
rules are needed to ensure diversity of news and commentary; media content must 
continue to reflect community standards and the expectations of the Australian public, 
both in terms of news media standards and classification; and, locally produced content 
that reflects Australian identity, character and diversity should continue to be supported 
through quotas and producer incentives. 
In determining ‘who’ or ‘what’ should be regulated in a converged media 
environment the review proposed a regulatory framework based on size and scope, 
departing from the tradition of regulating around particular delivery platforms. 
Significant media enterprises – defined in the report as ‘content service enterprises’ 
(CSE) – that had control over ‘professional content’ (television- and radio-like services, 
newspaper content, etc.) would be subject to regulation once they had met a certain 
threshold. Recognising ‘big’ media’s continued influence the Review proposed that the 
threshold would be set high enough to capture commercial mass media, and would 
exclude non-commercial social media and user-generated content. The Final Report 
defined a CSE as a media content provider that has over $50 million a year of  
Australian-sourced content service revenue and Australian audience/users of 500,000 per 
month. The model the Review proposes indicates that currently around 15 media 
operators would meet these criteria [Convergence Review Committee, (2012), p.ix]. 
While the model captures television and radio, it also brings Australian print media into a 
Federal Government regulatory structure for the first time. 
The Review process was especially consultative. In addition to a framing paper, an 
issues paper, five discussion papers and an interim report published prior to the final 
Review, the committee held a range of meetings with media organisations, industry 
associations, and community groups, held public forms in major cities and regional 
centres, considered individuals and organisations submissions, and engaged with the 
broader community through social media platforms. This level of consultation provided 
interested stakeholders with the opportunity to engage with the process at each step. The 
framing paper released 28 April 2011 outlined eight principles establishing a conceptual 
framework to guide the Committee. This framing paper sought submissions as to whether 
the issues raised were appropriate and on whether other principles should be included. 
This was followed by the release of an ‘Emerging Issues paper’ on 6 June 2011. The 
discussion that occurred between the release of these two documents resulted in several 
clarifications, including the adoption of what the Review stated to be its first and most 
fundament principle (stated above) and, significantly, the amendment of the second 
principle from “the communications and media market should be innovative and 
competitive, while still ensuring outcomes in the interest of the Australian public” 
[Convergence Review Committee, (2011a), p.13] to “Australians should have access to 
and opportunities for participation in a diverse mix of services, voices, views and 
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information” [Convergence Review Committee, (2011b), p.8]. This amendment aimed to 
address the 
“difference between ‘theoretical access to services’ and ‘ready access to 
services’, and the growing importance of user-generated content and social 
media [...] The changes to this principle highlight the importance for 
Australians not only to have access to content but also to have the ability  
to take part in the two-way interaction that new technology allows.” 
[Convergence Review Committee, (2011b), p.8] 
Should we then read ‘access’ here as ‘access to the internet’, ‘access for the impaired’, or 
‘access to the means of participation and production’? Likewise, ‘participation’ can be on 
a sliding scale from ‘keeping abreast of the national dialogue’, through ‘talkback and 
social commentary’ to ‘the production and dissemination of diverse content’. The review 
is ambiguous on its own usage – perhaps intentionally – but it is a discussion that would 
no doubt have to take place should any move toward policy design be made. 
However, despite its prominence, the weighty second principle is not addressed at all. 
The stated ‘opportunity for participation’ is provided only via the exclusion from 
regulation media that falls below the thresholds that define a CSE. In doing so the 
Committee has overlooked three separate but related issues worthy of closer 
consideration. Firstly, in failing to adequately frame the discussion that will be 
undertaken by the Australian Law Reform Commission’s 2012 Copyright Inquiry, the 
review has missed the opportunity to encourage and facilitate greater participation in the 
production of content, and to afford greater protection of user-generated content that 
utilises protected materials. Secondly, it has prioritised the market over and above media 
accountability and the health of the public sphere. This is particularly evident in its 
divergence from the aforementioned Independent Media Inquiry. The Convergence 
Review clearly foregrounded the importance of economic outcomes, and the role played 
by competition and markets in driving the development of media content and 
communications services, whereas the Finkelstein Review was more unambiguous in 
prioritising media accountability and the health of the public sphere (Flew and Swift, 
2013). While the Convergence Review expressed concern about the lack of consistency 
in regulation of news content between platforms, seeing no justification for separate 
systems for complaints and compensation across different delivery platforms, it 
recommended an industry led self-regulatory news standards body, that would cover only 
CSE rather than the much lower threshold (albeit arbitrary) recommended by the 
Independent Media Inquiry (Jolly, 2012). And finally, the Convergence Review has 
missed an opportunity to develop a national framework for digital literacy and advanced 
digital citizenry. The de-emphasising of this second principle is especially important 
when weighed against broader definitions of media convergence such as that provided by 
Flew (2008, p.22) who defines convergence to include “all aspects of institutional activity 
and social life – from art to business, government to journalism, health and education, 
and beyond”, and the potential capacity of the NBN to generate wide reaching impact. It 
is worth noting that the capacity for engagement with ecommerce, e-health, online 
education, citizen journalism, government and business services and user-generated 
content will undoubtedly generate new – largely unforseen – activities around data-
generation, manipulation, ownership and exchange. And while the report acknowledges 
the many transformations that have changed the way media operates and is delivered, it 
does not address the equally important transformations that will continue to provide a 
diverse public with unprecedented agency in the consumption, production and ownership 
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of new forms of media content. Nor does it acknowledge that continued innovation 
around telecommuting, telepresence, cloud computing and software as a service, on 
demand manufacturing of products and services, and increased collaboration in social 
networking processes and services rests much more upon on user confidence than it does 
on connectivity, competition and consumption. This is a point also made by Crawford 
and Lumby (2011, p.44), who write: 
“Contemporary media users exercise an unprecedented level of choice and 
control over the content they consume and, indeed, are frequently sources of 
content themselves. This digital literacy is shaping media users into active 
media citizens who expect industry and government to consult with and inform 
them about risks and opportunities of media platforms and content. Media users 
are a stakeholder group who have been insufficiently recognised in the 
conventional regulatory framework for managing media content.” 
The point to be considered here is that convergence is as much about new audiences as it 
is about new delivery platforms and new content initiatives. Regulation of any of these 
components goes hand-in-hand with regulation of all. Failing to including audiences and 
users in regulatory design at this stage is a flaw that will not go unnoticed, and nor will it 
be accepted by users who now have unprecedented access to channels to voice their 
opinions and their concerns. The report fails to recognise that such noise cannot go un-
noted in policy design. 
3 Protected content in a converged media environment 
The stated principle of encouraging continued innovation and competition whilst 
protecting citizens’ interests inevitably raises questions around intellectual property 
rights. Many of the technologies of convergence are deeply involved in the routine 
copying of text, images and data. Yet copyright law is increasing seen to serve as a 
regulatory barrier to the creation of new forms of content and new business innovations, 
thus obstructing entry to markets and inhibiting innovation. In the UK, the 2010 review 
of intellectual property and growth, Digital Opportunity, argues that IP laws are 
inhibiting innovation and growth: 
“Could it be true that laws designed more than three centuries ago with the 
express purpose of creating economic incentives for innovation by protecting 
creators’ rights are today obstructing innovation and economic growth? The 
short answer is: yes.” 
At the same time, users often have a poor understanding of copyright law, or may 
misunderstand their rights or wilfully ignore their responsibilities (Australian Copyright 
Council, 2010). 
The Terms of Reference for the Copyright and the Digital Economy Review, handed 
to the ALRC on 29 June 2012 provided the Commission with scope to “take into account 
recommendations from related reviews, in particular the Government’s Convergence 
Review”. There is, however, very little to glean from the Convergence Review 
concerning producer rights and user-generated content (UGC) in a convergent media 
environment – a issue central to the nature of social media and convergence, particularly 
for those interested in the space where convergence and freedom of expression meet. 
Instead, the Copyright and the Digital Economy Commission will need to forge its own 
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alignment between notions of convergence and fair use of protected materials. By 
deferring this discussion to the ALRC, the Convergence Review missed the opportunity 
to outline it in terms of protecting and supporting content creators by pushing for 
improved positive fair use rights for the use of copyrighted materials. Such a discussion 
may have centred on: 
• changing laws on orphan works and content reuse 
• direct agreements with copyright owners to reduce the risk to people or organisations 
producing UGC 
• statutory or voluntary collective licensing 
• broadening safe harbour provisions 
• adjusting ‘fair use’ and ‘flexible dealing’ provisions to deal specifically with UGC 
• developing a digital archive of Australian content specifically for UGC. 
Instead of explicitly addressing the stated second principle the review adopts a position 
that sees most UGC as ‘personal and private’ and, therefore, beyond the reach of 
regulation. However, UGC can no longer remain tied to definitions that see its production 
occurring primarily within the private sphere. The increased proliferation of UGC (for 
example private twitter commentary by public figures, the corporate adoption of trending 
topics, the burgeoning of ‘partner programmes’ on platforms like YouTube, etc.) on 
public interfaces – including professional media interfaces – means that personal, private 
and informal communications are increasingly entwined with ‘traditional’ media, and 
cannot as such be ignored [Hitchens, (2011), p.220]. It may be that the Review assumed 
that the creation of UGC would continue regardless of whether protection was provided 
or not. However, that there is nothing in the final report to guarantee opportunities for 
participation is a departure from the Review’s stated second principle. 
4 The market and the public sphere 
Lunt and Livingstone (2012) outline two broad schools of governance common to the 
knowledge society – liberal pluralism or neoliberalism, and social democracy or civic 
republicanism. Briefly defined, neoliberals argue for greater deregulation within and 
across states, leaving markets to regulate themselves and government intervention used 
only as a measure of last resort (where markets fail due to structural reasons or when 
consumers are no longer able to influence markets through their choices). This position 
idealises a ‘perfect market’ where high levels of competition enable consumers to make 
‘rational’ and ‘optimal’ choices among different providers of products and services. The 
social democracy or civic republicanism position holds that democracy is best served if 
the public sphere is broad and robust, and supported by a civil society in a participatory 
or deliberative democracy (2012, p.19). Yet while regulation surrounding media content 
has heretofore been imbued with a degree of ‘public regard’, regulation that emerges 
alongside digitised content and digital platforms is more concerned with private 
consumption. And “citizen (or public) interests risk being marginalised as the power 
elites (industry, state and regulator) reproduce and naturalise a consumerist discourse of 
communications regulation” [Livingstone et al., (2007), p.4]. At the same time, if the 
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media are to continue to provide broad social benefits to democracy and culture beyond 
the interests of the private consumer there is a continued justification for market 
intervention. It is the privilege of government to decide which approach to follow. 
Collins (2002) is cautious about competition-based regulation, arguing that while it 
should remain a central instrument in media regulation, the media has a number of unique 
economic characteristics that do not necessarily align with competition theory. Firstly, 
competition theory presumes that markets trade homogenous products which are 
substitutes for each other, whereas – and in spite of convergence – the media and its 
products remain heterogeneous: The Age is only to a limited extent a satisfactory 
substitute for The Australian, a YouTube video is not a direct substitute for cinema and 
so on. Secondly, in other competition-based markets a loss of supply may be met by the 
production and provision of suitable substitutes for the product or services that ceased to 
be available. However, the closure of a media outlet is a different matter as readers and 
audiences of a defunct media outlet may believe available substitutes to be unacceptable, 
and see the loss of a voice articulating a particular point of view as impoverishing society 
as a whole. And finally, whereas in other sectors, economic efficiency may be best  
served by less competition, in content media plurality is a goal in and for itself (2002, 
pp.139–144). 
The proliferation of user-generated content is often recognised as a contributing 
factor in escalating media plurality and re-energising the public sphere. Hitchens (2011) 
argues that while the converged media environment may seem to offer an abundance of 
dissimilar voices and alternative opinions across multiple platforms, it is often the case – 
particularly with news media – that the same content is simply being repackaged and 
rehashed, providing audiences with what she (2011, p.222) refers to as an ‘illusion of 
diversity’: “scarcity may be present despite the appearance of abundance”. In other 
words, diversity of channels does not equal diversity of voices. In defining the values that 
should constitute the goals of the public sphere Van Cuilenburg and McQuail (2003, 
p.192) argue that it should include the freedom of communication, as both a reduction of 
the constraints on communication (negative freedom) and the advancement of positive 
freedoms such as public debate and creativity, accessibility to communication resources 
for individuals and groups, and accountability as to both who controls communication 
resources and how that control is justified or accounted for. On the face of it, the 
recommendations put forward in the Convergence Review meet these criteria – perhaps 
with the exception of advancing public debate and creativity. A genuinely robust public 
sphere is one in which citizens are to be able to connect horizontally (peer-to-peer) and 
vertically (to institutions and other sites of power) on a global scale, and that ratifies 
information and communications rights wherein: 
“Communication rights are based on a vision of the free flow of information 
and ideas which is interactive, egalitarian and nondiscriminatory and driven by 
human needs, rather than commercial or political interests. These rights 
represent people’s claim to freedom, inclusiveness, diversity and participation 
in the communication process.” (Hamelink, 2003) 
To facilitate such a model, communication and information rights – including the right to 
participate freely in communication exchanges, universal broadband access, protection of 
personal information, limits on surveillance, and accountability for online service 
provisions – need to be taken seriously. 
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5 Audiences, digital literacy and digital citizenship 
The Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) (2010) write that in 
Australian media regulation some of the terms that demarcate the individual can be 
adequately and legally defined (such as Australian citizen, owner), while terms such as 
person, people, community, society, customer, consumer, individual, vulnerable citizen, 
disadvantaged person, participant, Australian, contributor, viewer, audience, family, 
household, parent, youth, user, end-user, consumer, customer, or client remain subjective 
and ill-defined. Such ambiguous conceptualisations of audiences define, on the one hand, 
the ‘citizenry’ or ‘public’ as a diverse collective with established political, social and 
cultural rights against, on the other hand, ‘consumers’ as unique individuals with 
preferences who are presented with choices or as an aggregate to be sold to advertisers. 
The Convergence Review likewise offers little in terms of demarcating, defining or 
otherwise differentiating individuals, despite it being initiated to (alongside examining 
policy and regulatory frameworks) propose an alternative structure that would encourage 
continued innovation and protect citizens’ interests in an age of convergent 
communication. The only mention of ‘citizens’ in the review is in the overarching 
statement that ‘Citizens should be able to freely communicate’. Likewise, ‘users’ are 
mentioned only in so far as they ‘should be able to control access to content’ or in terms 
of the 500,000 audience/users that constitute the CSE threshold. ‘Persons’ in the review 
are those that own or control media organisations, while ‘people’ constitute any group, 
such as those (in the report, most) who get their news via traditional outlets or that live in 
regional or remote Australia. ‘Households’ ‘families’ and ‘parents’ are referred to only in 
terms of the technology they may or may not use, such as broadband access, parental 
locks and family friendly filers. ‘Children’ are a content consuming demographic that 
must be either protected from inappropriate content or passive recipients of children’s 
content. ‘Indigenous’ refers to the national indigenous television service. ‘Disabled’, 
‘youth’, ‘elderly’, and ‘disadvantaged’ are completely absent. Importantly, ‘contributor’ 
is absent from the Review, and the term ‘user-generated content’ is referred to only 21 
times throughout the report, mostly tied with ‘social media’ and used in terms of its 
exclusion from CSEs or in differentiation from ‘professional’ content. There are some 
very sparse, basic, textbook definitions of what constitutes UGC1, and the self-monitoring 
and self-regulating responsibilities of the internet platforms whose core business is to 
host UGC. 
While the Convergence Review purposefully left user-generated content outside  
of the remit of the regulator, such content will be nevertheless ‘regulated’ by two 
fundamental complementary components of the converged media environment: platform 
providers and end users. Platform providers have at their disposal tools of exclusion (for 
example, barring membership and/or participation to repeat offenders), the ability to 
remove harmful or offensive content, and the ability to provide identifying data to  
law-enforcement agencies where necessary or when required. Also, end users will 
regulate according to the rules and norms of their own online communities, and police 
sites by rating and ranking content and reporting offensive content to site administrators. 
It can also be argued that, at the same time, such human agency plays an important 
role in actual architecture of the participative web. Adaptive responses forge a patterning 
of interactivity as can be seen, for example, in the ranked viewing of YouTube content or 
purchasing recommendations on Amazon. Yet as Dwyer (2010) argues, the structure is 
that of a commercialised and commoditised ‘selling machine’. “Were they primarily 
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about linking people together for the purposes of social capital building, their 
architectures of participation would have an entirely different look and feel” (2010, 
p.121). Crawford and Lumby (2011, p.43) note that the globalised nature of convergent 
media means that such instances of user-led and collaborative moderation enable a form 
of regulation that is capable of crossing sovereign borders that State regulation cannot. 
Lunt and Livingstone (2012, p.16) argue that the trend toward media deregulation in a 
globalised market means that individuals will increasingly have to take responsibility for 
their own use of technologies and rely on their own judgements of quality, truthfulness 
and enjoyment. Media users are expected to inform themselves, make their own choices 
in a complex technological environment, and bear the cost of any mismanagement or 
personal risk, whilst also taking responsibility for creating their own opportunities. Media 
users not only create and exchanging content, but connect and participate in a digitally 
mediated society. The expectation that all media users can and will act as informed 
decision makers competent in maximising their opportunities and minimising their risks 
raises questions around media literacy and the role of media regulators in developing 
robust media literacy policies. Media literacy has traditionally referred to the public’s 
knowledge of and competence in relation to the media, either as part of a protectionist 
agenda that regards media literacy as a defence against potential harm, or as part of a 
creative empowerment agenda that regards media literacy as a domain for creative self-
expression and communal action. More recent iterations refer to a merging of protection 
and empowerment in which technical tools for self- and community expression are used 
as means of participation and inclusion and of overcoming disadvantage, such as that 
advocated by UNESCO (2011), which states that: 
“Empowerment of people through information and media literacy is an 
important prerequisite for fostering equitable access to information and 
knowledge, and building inclusive knowledge societies. Information and media 
literacy enables people to interpret and make informed judgements as users of 
information and media, as well as to become skilful creators and producers of 
information and media messages in their own right”. 
There are a number of informal principles and formal initiatives that should have 
prompted by the Convergence Review to consider with greater regard consumer and 
citizen interests, and where or how they align with the reviews recommendations. Firstly, 
it can be noted that current trends around deregulation and the development of co- and  
self-regulation across the entire policy spectrum emerge in parallel with a resurgence of 
citizen interest in and engagement with participative forms of governance. This can be 
traced also to the rise of social networking and associated tools of participation and 
production that have reinvigorated the idea of civil society and participation in the public 
sphere beyond prosaic understandings of user-generated content (e.g., cat videos). 
Greater citizen engagement can be found in principled activities such as those developed 
by the Rudd Government’s Government 2.0 Taskforce (2009) that explored the scope for 
social media technologies to improve government service delivery and citizen 
engagement or the Obama administration’s United States Open Government Directive 
that focused on achieving greater transparency of government information, drawing upon 
the insights of social media theorists (Noveck, 2009). Greater citizen engagement is also 
evident in ‘bottom-up’ e-participation projects established by activist and NGOs, such as 
the UK-based They Work For You that draws on publicly available information about 
parliamentary processes to allow citizens to track the activities of their representatives 
and directly discuss and respond to their actions, and campaigning organisations such as 
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MoveOn in the USA and GetUp! in Australia that utilise social media technologies and 
platforms to coordinate citizen action in support of specific initiatives and aims (Bruns 
and Wilson, 2009). At the same time a number of formal government initiatives continue 
to underpin this thinking. For example, on 8 May 2010 the Australian Government 
accepted all the recommendations presented in the strategy for the reform of the 
Australian Public Service (APS, 2010) Ahead of the Game: Blueprint for Reform of 
Australian Government Administration. The first recommendation for reform regarded 
meeting the needs of citizens by 
1 delivering better services for citizens 
2 creating more open government (2010, p.xii). 
This emphasis on citizen-centric public service delivery and design suggests that any new 
regulation should provide scope for a more explicit recognition of citizen considerations, 
perhaps beyond consultation. 
Had the review adopted this approach it may have focused on incorporating its lauded 
citizen and community engagement by promoting the adoption of mechanisms that 
enable individuals to actively engage with and contribute to decision-making and 
regulatory processes, both in relation to individual and/or collective interests. Clarke  
et al. (2007) argue that such an approach can encourage policy-makers to consider what 
activities individual citizens should have responsibility for, rather than focusing only on 
their entitlements or rights. Yet while there was, as noted, a greater than normal amount 
of community consultation in the review process, such considerations were absent from 
the final Review. It remains to be seen as to whether any explicit legislative mandate 
requiring the communications and media regulator to further citizen interests is ever 
developed and adopted. 
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Notes 
1 “User-generated content is typically short-form amateur video published on social media sites 
where the only control open to the platform provider is the ability to take down the content” 
[Convergence Review Committee, (2012), p.11]. 
